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Abstract
The positive, early experiences of children in school can be closely linked to their
future success in school and career. Reading Recovery has been successful in helping atrisk first-grade children accelerate and become successful readers and writers. The
purpose of this study is to investigate whether or not Early Literacy Intervention Groups
have any effect when used in conjunction with Reading Recovery. This study will
examine the following questions: (1) How do Reading Recovery children without Early
Literacy Intervention compare to those with this experience on entrance scores into the
program? (2) How do Reading Recovery children without Early Literacy Intervention
compare to those with this experience on time in program? (3) How many children from
|

Early Literacy Intervention Groups went on to Reading Recovery and discontinued? and

|

(4) How many children successfully exited from the Early Literacy Intervention Groups
without going into Reading Recovery? By investigating the addition of Early Literacy
Intervention Groups to an already existing Reading Recovery Program, this study will
contribute to the body of research on ELIG, provide new information to those in
leadership roles for supervising reading programs, and provide an alternative for those
looking at new and innovative ways to make Reading Recovery available to more

r
j

children.
This research study employed a retrospective causal-comparative design using an

t

I

i
j

extant data base. The design was a pre-test, post-test, treatment only. Based on the
findings of this research, it appears that participation in Early Literacy Intervention
Groups has a positive effect on the reading and writing development of at-risk, firstix
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grade children. The combination of ELIG elements and the reading strategies taught in
these groups also seemed to have positive effects for ELIG children on all subtests of the
Observation Survey.

x
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Classrooms of children can be seen working on the Internet, building new cities
on computers, and participating in many other higb-tech activities. With these strides in
education, it docs not seem logical that a child could be a failure at the age of six or
seven, but this is the case for many first-grade children (Dyer A Binkney, 1995).
Learning to read should be a natural, exciting event in their lives. Instead, it can cause
frustration, anxiety, and confusion for some children and their frmiK** Research
indicates that retaining children has little or no long-term positive effect, and it can lave
a serious negative effect on whether or not students graduate from high school
(AUmgton A McCHB-Franzen, 1995; Shepard A Smith, 1990; Skvm, Karweit, A Wasflc,
1992*93). One might question why so much money is expended on failure when current
technology and research prove that there are ways to reduce illiteracy. Retention costs
vary from $4,000 to S7,000 a year per child. National average standards indicate that it
costs a school system $5,028 each time a child is retained (Dyer A Binlmey, 1995).
If retention is not the answer where are educators to turn to help the many
children who fed to leant to read in the learly grades. According to Slsvin, Karweit, and
WasA (1992-93), “a growing body of evidence refutes the proposition that school failure
is hevtodde for any but the most retarded” (p. 10). Slavin, Karweit, and Wade reviewed
a large variety of earfy intervention programs that spanned from pre-kindergarten
rmgnme tn

The study was looking for the most effective

pmy am* or combination of programs that might begin to help schools lower die number
1
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of retentions and dropouts. One common factor to all of the programs was that all were
expensive to implement. Their research indicated that there are many “early
intervention” programs that have evidenced success with young, at-risk children
(Madden, Slavin, Karweit, Dolan, & Wasik, 1991; Pinnell, DeFord, & Lyons, 1988;
Silver & Hagin, 1990; Wallach & Wallach, 1976), and that early interventions will be less
expensive than remediation in later grades.
Many children miss the opportunity that early interventions can provide because
there simply is not enough time or money to provide appropriate services for all children
who could benefit. Can more children have a positive experience in school? This study
will explore this issue and similar issues currently feeing educators.
The Purpose of the Study
The implementation of Early Literacy Intervention Groups (ELIG) in conjunction
with Reading Recovery is a current topic and issue in the implementation of early
intervention programs. Do ELIGs have any effect on Reading Recovery? Can some
children, via ELIG, make the necessary progress needed to develop a self-extending
system without entering Reading Recovery?
Neither Reading Recovery nor ELIG alone, can prevent every child from failing
nor can it make every school in the United States successful in working with at-risk
children. According to Slavin et al. (1992M993),
The key issue for at-risk students is not if additional costs will be necessary,
but when they should be provided. By every standard of evidence, logic,
and compassion, dollars used preventively make more sense than the same dollars
used remedially.
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The good news in research on prevention and early intervention is
that early school failure is fundamentally preventable. The implications of
this should be revolutionary. At the policy level, it means we can choose to
eradicate school failure or we can allow it to continue. What we cannot do
is pretend that we do not have a choice, (p. 17)
If districts have chosen to implement Reading Recovery to help at-risk children
become successful readers and writers, it is imperative that the program affects as many
children as possible. The purpose of this study was to investigate whether or not ELIGs
have any effect when used in conjunction with Reading Recovery.
Research Questions
t

An initial review of the literature on Early Literacy Groups revealed that very
little has been written at this time. There were several articles on the subject but only a
few based on research. ELIGs have been used in conjunction with Reading Recovery in
some districts but only a few research studies have been conducted. ELIGs in different
areas o f the country have different focuses and lesson structures. This study will provide
background information and research to explore whether or not ELIG experiences affect
the Reading Recovery Program. The following questions will be considered:
'1.

How do Reading Recovery children without Early Literacy Intervention
compare to those with this experience on entrance scores into the
program?
2.

How do Reading Recovery children without Early Literacy Intervention
compare to those with this experience on time in the program?

3.

How many children from Early Literacy Intervention Groups went on to
Reading Recovery and discontinued?
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4.

How many children successfully exited from the Early Literacy
Intervention Groups without going into Reading Recovery?

Elements o f the Reading Recovery Program
Reading Recovery was developed and implemented by Marie M. Clay, a clinical
child psychologist. By observing young children in the 1960s, she conducted research
which enabled her to design techniques for detecting early reading and writing difficulties
in children. The program was implemented in 1976 in New Zealand and was adopted
nationwide in the early 1980s. It made its way to the United States during 1984 via Ohio
z

State University. According to Shanahan and Barr (1995), thirty-eight states and the
District of Columbia had at least one center for training Reading Recovery teachers by
1992. Reading Recovery has now been identified by the National Diffusion Network as
an early intervention program that is educationally effective (Groom, Herrick,
McCarrier, & Nigels, 1992).
Once a child has been tested and placed in Reading Recovery the teacher begins
sessions and lessons in a one-to-one setting. The first ten sessions with the child are
called “roaming around the known.” During these sessions the teacher and the child read
and write stories. The teacher does not teach during this time. The teacher is looking
for new information and skills the child possesses, but does not demonstrate during the
initial testing. This is also a time for the teacher and the child to get to know and be

i
i

comfortable with each other. After these sessions, the teacher and child begin specially
tailored lessons. In all interactions with the child, the teacher seeks to foster
independence at all times by helping with what the child cannot do, but holding the child
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accountable for what he/she can do. The parts of a Reading Recovery lesson are as
follows (Clay, 1993):
1.

Familiar Rereading: The child reads several books which are at his/her
independent (text which can be read at a 95 to 100% accuracy level) or
instructional level (text which can be read at a 90 to 94% accuracy level).
This is done to build fluency which aids in comprehension and to
practice reading strategies. These books are ones that have been used in
previous lessons and have been practiced at home.

2.

Running Record: The teacher takes a running record (a written record of
what the child says during an oral reading) of the child reading
a story which was introduced and read at the end of the last lesson. This
allows the teacher to observe which strategies a child uses
while attempting an unfamiliar text. The teacher then selects a teaching
point and scaffolds (revisits what is known and links to the unknown) the
child’s learning through explicit teaching. After analyzing the running
record, she will use this information to guide the remainder of the lesson
and choose new books for the child. Through the running record the
teacher is able to determine areas of strengths and confusions.

3.

Letter Identification/Make and Break: The child and teacher engage in
activities to strengthen letter identification, letter formation, or explore
with chunks of words in order to learn how words work.
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4.

Writing: The child and teacher work together to write a story. The
teacher only helps with what the child is unable to do independently. The
teacher provides opportunities for the child to link what is known to what
is new and teaches strategies to hear and record sounds in words. This
also provides an opportunity for the child to read his/her own language.

5.

Cut-Up Sentence: The child rearranges a sentence strip of the previously
written story which has been cut-up into words or parts of words
(chunks, on-set, rhyme, etc.) by the teacher.

6.

New Book Introduction: The teacher provides an introduction to the
new book which was selected to help the child work on strategies within
the “zone of proximal development” (Vygotsky, 1962). The child and
teacher then look through the entire story and discuss the pictures.

7.

New Book Reading: The child then reads the story as independently as
possible. The teacher only intervenes to give prompts to help the
child with new problem-solving strategies and to praise those presently
being used.

Teaching For Strategies: A Common Link
In both Reading Recovery and ELIG the common goal is to teach children to use
strategies in order to become independent readers and writers. When interacting with
the children, the teacher prompts the child to use certain strategies or solicits from the
child strategies they could use to help themselves. Major prompts used in teaching for
strategies would be, “Does that make sense?’, “Does that look right?’, and “Does that
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sound right?’ These prompts help the child monitor for meaningful, visual and
structural cues. The following is a set of strategies for which teachers can model and
instruct and readers can use when attempting to read new and familiar texts in order to
process what they are reading and to work out the hard parts. Readers should also use
reading strategies to check on their reading. The children should begin to ask themselves
the same questions the teacher has been using to prompt them to work out the hard parts
during instruction. The reader must begin to engage in reading work and determine
what strategies are appropriate to use in different situations in order to become an
independent reader. Children who are learning to read may verbalize strategies aloud.
As the child becomes independent they will use strategies, but this is usually done in the
head with more automaticity (Clay, 1991).
Early Reading Behaviors:
•

Demonstrating left-to-right, and top-to-bottom directionality

•

Demonstrating one-to-one correspondence

•

Locating known words

•

Locating new and important words

Reading Strategies:
•

Rereading to check on meaning

•

Monitoring reading to make sure it makes sense and looks right

•

Using picture cues, searching for meaning

•

Using the meaning and structure of what is being read to check
on themselves
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•

Using the initial sound at the beginning of a word

•

Searching through words and looking for known chunks (Ex. Th-. -ing,
-ook) to get to new words

•

Predicting and confirming reading by using strategies: cross-checking for
meaningful, structural, and visual cues against one another

|

•

Self-correcting

•

Reading on

•

Slowing down when reading difficult parts of a text

•

Reading chunks of fluent text

Many good readers use these strategies on their own. Beginning readers and
writers who are experiencing difficulty need explicit teaching of these strategies. The
teacher should model the use of these strategies on text. The teacher must also help the
child understand how and when to use reading strategies instead of just telling the child
the hard parts when they are reading. The method of telling the child the hard parts

;

leads him/her to be dependent on the teacher.
Elements of an Earlv Literacy Intervention Group
Early Literacy Intervention Groups (ELIG) are small groups of five or six
children taught by a trained Reading Recovery teacher. Two of the major underlying
constructs in the instruction and training of Reading Recovery/ELIG teachers is
scaffolded learning (Wood, Bruner, & Ross, 1976) and working within the child’s “zone
of proximal development” (Vygotsky, 1962). According to Wood, et al., scaffolding is
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A process that enables a child or novice to solve a problem, carry out a task or
achieve a goal which would be beyond his unassisted efforts. This scaffolding
consists essentially of the adult “controlling” those elements of the task that are
initially beyond the learner’s capacity, thus permitting him to concentrate upon
and complete only those elements that are within his range of competence. The
task thus proceeds to a successful conclusion, (p. 90)
With this type of instruction, the child is able to experience success at a higher
level even before he is able to perform at that level independently, therefore
demonstrating the notion that “what a child can do with help today, he can do alone
tomorrow.” Within a session, the teacher tries to focus instruction within the child’s
>

“zone of proximal development.” This zone is explained by Vygotsky (1962), as “the

.

discrepancy between a child’s actual mental age and the level he reaches in solving
problems with assistance.” Vygotsky further states,
Therefore, the only good kind of instruction is that which marches ahead
of development and leads it; it must be aimed not so much at the ripe as
at the ripening functions. It remains necessary to determine the lowest
threshold at which instruction in, say, arithmetic may begin since a certain
minimal ripeness o f functions is required. But we must consider the
upper threshold as well; instruction must be oriented toward the future,
not the past. (p. 104)
i

During ELIG sessions, the teacher and children engage in such activities as
independent reading and writing, interactive writing, shared reading, guided reading and
story-extension activities. The sessions with these groups usually last about 45 minutes
each day. This program is received by children in addition to their regular classroom
reading group. Children are placed in ELIG when all spots for Reading Recovery are
full; these groups then function as a waiting list for Reading Recovery if the child is
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unable to successfully exit from ELIG. Unlike Reading Recovery, children who are
repeating first grade are eligible to be considered as participants in ELIG.
The following is a list of elements used in ELIG and their characteristics. These
elements are used in ELIG, but each is not necessarily done every day. For instance, on
Monday the teacher may start by going over the ABC chart, then go on to do interactive
writing, familiar re-readings and guided reading. On Tuesday, she may begin with
familiar re-readings, then go on to reading aloud, independent writing, and making a
book.
1.

Reading Aloud: The teacher reads new and familiar stories, poems, and
charts to the children (Adams, 1994; Elly, 1989; Goldfield & Snow,
1984; Holdaway, 1979). This element should take place at least once in
every lesson.
This element
•

motivates children to read.

•

develops a sense of story.

•

encourages listening.

•

models fluent reading and develops knowledge of written
language.

•
2.

develops vocabulary.

Shared Reading: The teacher and children reread familiar selections
together (ABC charts, poems, big books, student-made books, etc.).
(Morrow & Smith, 1990; Taylor, Frye, & Maruyama. 1990).
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This element

3.

i

•

builds confidence.

•

develops language.

•

demonstrates the process of reading.

•

provides an opportunity to participate.

•

demonstrates early strategies.

•

develops letter/sound association.

Independent Reading: Children read and reread new and familiar stories
independently (Donhower, 1987; Rasinski, 1989; Taylor et al., 1990).
This element

4.

•

provides opportunity to practice fluent reading.

•

builds self-confidence and independence.

•

offers opportunities to use strategies on easy texts.

Guided Reading: Children problem-solve on new texts with the
assistance of the teacher (Fountas & PinnelL, 1996; Taylor et al.,1990).
This element
•

provides opportunity to problem-solve (using strategies) while
reading for meaning with immediate feedback from the teacher.

•

enables the teacher to observe children’s use of reading strategies

{:
on new text.
5.

Independent Writing: The children construct original pieces of writing
such as journals, books, etc. (Adams, 1994; Calkins, 1994; Graves, 1994).
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This element

•

provides opportunity for children to practice independent
use of strategies.

•

focuses attention on visual details of print.

•

fosters creativity, the ability to compose, and to see one's self as
a writer.

6.

Interactive Writing: The teacher and children share the
responsibility of creating a text (Adams, 1994; Button. Johnson,
&Furgerson, 1996; JueL, 1996).
This element
•

instills confidence and competence in writing.

•

provides an opportunity for the teacher to model the writing
process and demonstrate to children how to go from words
they know to new words using magnetic letters.

•

provides an opportunity for children to write in a supportive
setting.

•

capitalizes on each child's strengths in writing.

•

enables children to hear sounds in words and connect these
sounds with letters.

•
7.

builds phonemic awareness.

Story Extension Activities: Opportunities such as author studies, art,
etc. are provided in order to extend stories or themes (Routman. 1991).
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This element

•

provides an opportunity for revisiting a story.

•

provides chances to interpret texts and authors in different ways.

Development o f the Earlv Literacy Intervention Group Model
During the first two years of Reading Recovery implementation in this district,
teachers worked as half-day Reading Recovery and half-day, first-grade classroom
teachers. One Reading Recovery teacher in the district, began piloting the ELIG
Program during the 1992-93 school year. The following year five schools in the district
implemented the ELIG Program. According to Curtis (1996), by 1995-96 eight school
had implemented the ELIG Program. Teachers from these schools continued to work
as half-day Reading Recovery teachers; one-half of the teacher’s day was spent working
with small groups of children in ELIGs.
All teachers who worked with ELIGs were also Reading Recovery teachers.
These ELIG teachers met for three hours each month to learn and develop techniques
and strategies for working with the ELIGs. These meetings were in addition to
Continuing Contact meetings for Reading Recovery. ELIG training sessions consisted of
observing other ELIG teachers work with groups of children behind a two-way mirror,
debriefing and discussion of sessions observed, training on techniques and strategies
(listed in Elements of an ELIG), reading and discussing of current research, and
colleague support. Teachers also made visits to other schools to observe colleagues
working with ELIGs.
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A major emphasis was placed on the elements of Guided Reading and Interactive
Writing, as these are activities that help to bridge the gap between the teacher modeling
and the children working independently. The following are detailed explanations of these
two elements.
1.

Guided Reading: Guided Reading is a process by which students
approach a new text strategically. The teacher’s role is to help the child
work through the process. This is an approach to be used with small
groups in which ail members are reading on or about the same level.
During Guided Reading less support is needed by the teachers as the goal
of this process is to lead the child to become an independent reader at
whatever level is appropriate for the child’s grade level and time of the
year. The books selected for this process should be at the child’s
independent/instructional level. If the book is too hard (frustration level),
no learning will take place as this will break down the child’s processing
system. This process should only be done after much shared reading and
modeling o f how to read strategically for the students (Fountas & PinnelL
1996; Taylor et a!., 1990).
Steps in a Guided Reading lesson are as follows:
a.

The teacher carefully selects a book that is at the group’s
independent/instructional level.

b.

The teacher gives an introduction to apprise the group of the main
idea of the story. Discussions about prior knowledge may occur.
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c.

The teacher and the children look through the whole stoiy
together. As this occurs, they discuss the pictures and make
predictions about what they think may happen. While looking
through the text, the teacher may have the students locate new or
difficult vocabulary words as they occur in the text.

d.

The students are now prepared to read the new text
independently. The teacher may pair students at the very
beginning for extra support. During this time, the teacher moves
around the group monitoring the children’s reading. She may

j

offer strategic prompts to help a child get through hard parts.
e.

The teacher could bring the group back together to
read the story as a group, send the book home as a familiar
reading, or take a running record the next day in order to analyze
a child’s use of strategies.

2.

Interactive Writing: This is a collaborative writing strategy between the

j

teacher and students to create a text on paper, chalkboard, etc. The

|

teacher contributes the hard parts and links what the students know to the

|

unknown (Adams, 1994; Button et aL, 1996; Juel, 1996).

i

Steps in an Interactive Writing session are as follows:
Example sentence: The butterfly is on that big ball
a.

The: One student may be able to contribute this word to the
chart. This is an opportunity to discuss capital letters, highfrequency words, spacing bsnwecn words, digraph (th), etc.
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b.

butterfly: The teacher directs the children to “say the word
slowly.” The students then contribute the sounds they can hear
and the teacher fills in the missing parts. The teacher should
stress to the children how letters and words work together. This
is also an opportunity to model and discuss compound words,
syllables, short “u,” etc.

c.

is, on: Students may be able to contribute these words to the
chart. The teacher may want to link these words to other words
such as “it” and “in.”

d.

that: Using magnetic letters or a dry-erase board, the teacher may
show the children that they know the word “at.” She can now use
this opportunity to link the known to the unknown by showing
them that if they add “th” to the beginning of the word they will
have a new word, “that.” She may also link “that” to “the, they,
or cat.” This process helps the children learn about manipulating
on-set and rhyme to create new words.

e.

big: The same procedure as with “that” can be used. The teacher
may want to generate many new words such as: pig, wig, bug,

I

and bag.
f.

ball: The same procedure as with “that” can be used. The“.”
correct punctuation for the end of a sentence or question should
also be discussed.
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Historical Perspective: The Setting
The participants in this study were from eighteen public schools in a school
district in South Louisiana. Four schools (nine teachers), had Reading Recovery only.
Fourteen schools (eighteen teachers) had ELIG and the Reading Recovery program.
From the parish, 208 children (147 Reading Recovery only; 61 Reading Recovery and
ELIG) were served by the Reading Recovery program during the 1995-96 school year.
Of those 208 children, 119 (98 Reading Recovery only; 22 ELIG and Reading Recovery)
were program children (children who received at least sixty lessons or discontinued).
Eighty-two (61 Reading Recovery only; 21 ELIG and Reading Recovery) or 70 percent
of the 119 program children successfully discontinued from the program. In addition
there were 131 children who were served by ELIG only. The following are three charts
that give further descriptions of the participants:

Sex

Percentage

Male

64%

Female

36%

Table 1.2 Lunch Status
Status

Percentage

Free

78%

Reduced

8%

Regular

14%
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Table 1.3 Race
Race

Percentage

Native American

1%

White

20%

Black

77%

Asian

2%

Table 1.1 reflects the percentage of males and females in the study: 64 percent
were male and 36 percent were female. Table 1.2 shows that 78 percent of the children
participated in the free-lunch program, 8 percent participated in the reduced-lunch
|

program, and 14 percent participated in the regular-Iunch program. Table 1.3
categorizes the make-up of the group by race: 2 percent of the children were Native
American, 20 percent white, 77 percent black, and 2 percent Asian. The data also
revealed that 2 percent of the children were ESL.
Significance of the Study
?

Research indicates that children with negative early experiences in school are
closely linked to eventual dropout rates; therefore, attempts should be made to prevent
these experiences rather than attempting to cure it later (Slavin et al., 1992/1993). Since
children’s school problems and failures can be closely linked to our social problems;
prevention can be beneficial to our society as well as to all children involved.
As stated by Slavin et a l (1992-1993), “Success in the early grades does not
guarantee success throughout the school years and beyond, but failure in the early grades
virtually guarantees failure in later schooling” (p. 11). Each year’s class of dropouts
costs this nation more than S240 billion in lost earnings and taxes over their lifetimes.
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Billions more will be spent for crime control and welfare, health care, and other social
services, not to mention that this is a cycle that will continue within many families.
Therefore, it is imperative that something be done to stop this national crisis. School
systems must begin to view children as a product of their company. If they begin to
build quality products from the beginning (Early Intervention), it will be far less costly
than paying for flawed products in the end (dropouts). Research clearly shows that
small, initial investments can reap great rewards in the future if children are successful in
school and become productive, self-sufficient citizens (Slavin et al., 1992-93).
t
I

Reading Recovery in the United States has been successful in reaching the set
goals (DeFord, Fried, Lyons, & PinneU, 1992; Dyer, 1995). Research indicates that
between 73 to 80 percent of the children who receive a full program are successfully
discontinued from the program (National Diffusion Network, 1994; Ohio Reading
Recovery Project, 1991; PinneU, DeFord, & Lyons, 1988). By investigating the addition
of ELIG to an already existing Reading Recovery Program, this study will add to the
body of research on ELIG, contribute new and useful information to those in leadership
roles for supervising Reading programs, and provide an alternative for those looking at
new and innovative ways to make Reading Recovery available to more children.

Definition of Terms
The following definitions are presented to facilitate the understanding of this
(
study:
1.

Reading Recovery: Reading Recovery is an early-intervention program
designed to facilitate children who are identified as at-risk of reading
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failure, usually those in the bottom 20 percent of the first-grade
population, in developing a self-extending system and to bring their
reading level up to the average of the class. The program is taught by a
trained Reading Recovery teacher through daily thirty-minute lessons that
are tailored to the child’s strengths. Children are identified through
a combination of scores on the Observation Survey (Clay, 1993) and
teacher judgement.
2.

Observation Survey: The Observation Survey is a diagnostic tool
developed by Dr. Marie Clay (1979) and consists of six subtests. Each
subtest looks at different areas of early-literacy acquisition. The subtests
are as follows: (A) Letter Identification; (B) Ohio Word Test;
(C) Concepts about Print; (D) Writing Vocabulary; (E) Dictation Test;
and (F) Text Reading Level ( See page 33 for further details).

3.

Self-extending system: The development of effective processing
strategies (cross-checking for meaningful and visual cues, fluency,
searching through words, repeating at the point of difficulty, etc.) helps to
extend one’s literacy acquisition each time one reads or writes. A self
extending system developed by the child with help from the teacher is a
way to approach reading and writing in a strategic manner. When a self
extending system has been developed the reader is able to orchestrate the
cueing systems (meaning, structure, visual) and independently problem
solve when reading new text at increasingly higher levels.
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4.

Discontinuing: In order for a child to be successfully discontinued from
the Reading Recovery program, the child must function at the average of
the class and exhibit the use of effective processing strategies (cross
checking for meaningful and visual cues, fluency, searching through
words, repeating at the point of difficulty, etc) in order to extend their
literacy acquisition each time they read or write. To observe the child's
self-extending system, an independent tester, usually another Reading
Recovery teacher, will administer the Observation Survey when the
child’s Reading Recovery teacher feels a child is ready to exit the

!

program.
5.

Dismissal: A child can be dismissed from the Reading Recovery program
after the teacher has worked with the child and problem-solved with

I

colleagues about the child’s progress for at least twenty week. Time in
this program is considered to be the number of weeks the child is being

5

served in Reading Recovery. If it appears that the child may need long
term intervention, the decision may be made by the Teacher Leader to
dismiss the child. Children who are dismissed because of lack of progress
should immediately be referred to a long-term intervention program.
Children can also be dismissed for excessive absences or behavior.
6.

Program Children: All children who received sixty or more lessons in
Reading Recovery or who are discontinued from the program are
considered program children.
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7.

Earlv Literacy Intervention Groups (ELIG): Early Literacy Intervention
Groups are small groups of five or six children taught by a trained
Reading Recovery teacher. The length of each session ranges from fortyfive minutes to one hour per day. Also, group sessions should be held
daily. The teacher and children engage in such activities as independent
reading and writing, interactive writing, shared reading, guided reading,
and story-extension activities. This program is received by children in
addition to their regular classroom reading group. The ELIG functions as
a waiting list if the child is unable to successfully exit from ELIG. Unlike

j
Reading Recovery, children who are repeating first grade are eligible to
participate in ELIG. Children are assigned to these groups after being
screened for Reading Recovery. The four lowest scoring children are
placed in Reading Recovery; the remaining children are placed in ELIG.
8.

Successfully Exiting ELIG: The same criteria apply to exiting the ELIG
as apply to “discontinuing” from Reading Recovery.

9.

Text Reading Level: Table 1.4 makes a comparison o f Reading

Recovery text levels with traditional basal levels.
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Basal Level

Reading Recovery (Testing) Level

Readiness

A, B, l,and2

PP1

3 and 4

PP2

S and 6

PP3

7 and 8

Primer

9 through 12

Grade 1

14 through 16

Grade 2

18 through 20

Grade 3

22 through 24

Graded

26

The following flow chart (Figure 1.1) depicts the possible ways a child could
progress through so intervention program thst offers both Reading Recovery/ELIG:
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Flgare 1.1 Progression for Students in Schools with Reading Recovery/ELIG.
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Chapter 2
Review of the Literature
Research indicates that at-risk children do not have to experience reading failure.
These children can advance in school with their peers, remain in the regular classroom,
and be accelerated to the average with the help of specially trained teachers. They need
never encounter failure or be labeled as having a learning disability. Although many oneto-one tutoring programs have been deemed too expensive, at-risk children will cost
schools and society more without effective intervention (Slavin et aL, 1992-93).
The review of the literature for this study will be limited to Reading Recovery in
the United States since the educational structures in other countries are different
(Guthrie, 1981; Mabbett, 1990; Phillips ft McNaughton, 1990). For instance, in New
Zealand, children do not come to school until tbeir fifth birthday. They are then placed
in classrooms with specially trained teachers who are highly supportive of literacy
learning; therefore, they have had an entire year of effective first-year instruction when it
is time to enter Reading Recovery. This is not always the case in the United States.
While theae are only two differences, they are major differences.

Charlotte Huck, a children’s literature professor at Ohio State University, was
reading an article about the failure rate of children in the Columbus, Ohio, school system
which revealed that 30 percent of the first-grade children in this large school district
were being retained. On this particular morning in 1982, she was also planning the annual
Children's Literature Conference in Ohio. She had been following the work of Marie
24
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Clay, an educator from New Zealand (DeFord, Lyons, & PinneU, 1991), who had written
the book,

TheEarlyDetectionofReadingDifficulties,which was first published in the

United States in 1979. Clay’s book explained the Reading Recovery program and the
results of its use in New Zealand schools. With this in mind, Huck invited Dr. Clay to
the upcoming conference. Dr. Clay’s speaking engagement at the conference was not to
be her last visit to The Ohio State University. Following this conference, Charlotte
Huck, Martha King, and Gay Su PinneU, aU of Ohio State University, went to New
Zealand to observe the Reading Recovery program and to determine whether it could be
used to resolve some of the problems in the Columbus School District.
After visiting many sites in New Zealand and learning about the intense training
needed to implement this program, they recognized that it would be necessary to obtain
outside help from Dr. Clay in order to realize their dream of bringing Reading Recovery
to Ohio. After returning to Ohio, they wrote two grants to secure money to launch the
program.
During the 1984-85 school year, a Distinguished Visiting Professorship position
helped to bring Dr. Clay and Barbara Watson, the national director of the Reading
Recovery program in New Zealand, to Columbus. At this time, a pilot program was put
into place as a collaboration with the school district, Ohio State University, and the Ohio
Department of Education. The initial year of implementation included six pubUc schools
in the Columbus School District. Its success brought encouragement and change to aU
involved, including interest from an Ohio State Representative. With his persuasion,
legislation was written to fund Reading Recovery as a statewide program. According to
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DeFord, Lyons, and PinneU (1991), “The story of the Reading Recovery implementation
is, in itselL a case study of institutional and interpersonal coUaboration-the kind of
collaboration that is necessary to create positive change in education” (p. 2).
During the pilot year, 1984-85, Dr. Clay and Barbara Watson trained one class of
teacher leaders and one class of Reading Recovery teachers. They also taught one
professor to train teacher leaders. The training of these teachers began in October of
1984. Time was spent learning to administer and analyze the diagnostic procedures in

TheEarlyDetectionofReadingDifficulties(Clay, 1979) and working with children to
i

leam Reading Recovery procedures that were also presented in the book. It was January
before children actually entered the program. At this point, parents had just received
failing notices about their children's progress in reading. The Reading Recovery
teachers (in training) began to test these children who had made little progress even with

i.

:

good classroom instruction. According to PinneU, Fried, and Estice (1991),
The children who participated in Reading Recovery that year were
compared with another group of low-performing chUdren from randomly
selected classrooms. Results showed that Reading Recovery children
performed better than the comparison group and that they also performed
comparably to the first graders in those schools, (p. 24)

The 1985-86 school year was the first year of full implementation with Teacher
Leaders, trained by Clay and Watson, leading the way. In September of 1985, the
Reading Recovery teachers in training tested and selected chUdren to enter the program.
For research purposes, first-grade chUdren from six schools who scored the lowest on
the pretest were randomly assigned to Reading Recovery or an alternative program
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(PinneU, DeFord, & Lyons, 1988). The alternative program consisted of daily service in
the classroom much like extension lessons of the basal reader; this intervention lasted aU
year. Reading Recovery children received daily tutoring lessons. Once Reading
Recovery children had reached the average reading level in the classroom and had
developed a self-extending system-a reading level at which the child is able to
independently problem solve on new text—they were discontinued from the program. At
this point, the next-to-lowest child was admitted into the program.
Reading Recovery children received an average of sixty-seven lessons as opposed
to the alternative group who remained in their program for the entire year. Seventythree percent of the Reading Recovery children who received a full program (60 or more
lessons) were successfully discontinued.
In May, aU children were again tested to compare groups using the Observation
Survey. PinneU, Fried, and Estice (1991) reported that the Reading Recovery children
scored better than the alternative group in the foUowing areas:
(a) text reading: the level of text in a series of lengthy graded passages
that the child can read at 90 percent accuracy; (b) writing samples: a
writing sample, produced in response to a standard prompt holistically
scored by blind raters; (c) letter identification: identification of the
accurate name or sound for fifty-four characters; (d) word test:
recognition o f isolated words in a list drawn from a standard list;
(e) concepts aboat print: appropriate responses to series of questions about
print conventions in the context of a book; (f) writing vocabulary: the number
of words the child can write within a ten-minute time period with the tester using
a standard set of prompts and also encouraging the child to write personal words
such as names; and (g) dictation: accurate representation of phonemes in a
dictated sentence. Further, when compared to an average band of performance
for first-graders (constructed by taking .5 standard deviations above and below
the mean of a random sample), the group of discontinued Reading Recovery
children performed weU within average range, (p. 25)
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All children were followed for two years after the initial study was completed in
1985-86. Then a longitudinal study was conducted using these same children as subjects
to determine if the children were able to independently continue to make progress in
reading and writing. Follow-up testing was administered to the Reading Recovery
group, the alternative group, and a random sample group without disclosing group
membership to the independent testers. Both the Reading Recovery and the alternative
groups continued to make progress; however, significantly higher gains were made by
the Reading Recovery children. According to PinneU, DeFord, and Lyons (1988), “In
May, 1987, the text-level score for Reading Recovery children was 14.39 and the score
j

for comparison children was 11.23. In May 1988, Reading Recovery children scored
;

19.9 and comparison children scored 16.71.”
According to Dunkeld (1991), “As of Autumn 1990, this program is operating in
268 school districts in the state of Ohio.” At the present time, there are 22 sites in Ohio
where teachers can be Reading Recovery trained. Studies have been conducted at each
site and similar results have been found.

i

|
i

Reading Recovery Goes Nationwide
Shortly after the initial success story that began to unfold in Ohio, many other
districts in the country who were experiencing similar problems with at-risk children
became interested in the Reading Recovery project in Ohio. In 1986-87, Fairfax County,
Virginia, implemented Reading Recovery. The following year the program was
implemented at several other sites including Arizona, South Carolina, and
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Texas. In 1989-90, Reading Recovery projects were implemented in Illinois, Idaho,
Kentucky, New York, Virginia, West Virginia, and Wisconsin.
According to the Autumn. 1993, RunningR
ecord,the follo wing is a list of states
with the years in which Reading Recovery was implemented in the United States (the
year reflects the first year data collected at each site):
1990-91: Georgia, Massachusetts, Michigan, New Hampshire, North Carolina.
Tennessee, Utah
1991-92: Alaska, Arkansas, California, District of Columbia, Hawaii, Iowa,
Louisiana, Maine, Mississippi, Missouri, New Jersey, Pennsylvania,
j

South Dakota, Vermont, Washington
1992-93: Alabama, Minnesota, Montana, Oklahoma, Rhode Island
1993-94: Connecticut, Florida, Indiana, Kansas, Maryland
At the beginning of the 1996-97 school year, 48 states had at least one Reading

|

Recovery site that had adopted and implemented the program. Many of the previously

f
I
£

listed states have since expanded the program to include more than one site per state
(Dr. Gay Su Pinnell, personal communication, November 8,1996).
Each site is required to publish a site report that includes research information similar to
the reports published by Ohio State University. FoUow-up reports are also published as
the Reading Recovery children go to second and third grades. Results found at these
sites have been consistent with those at Ohio.
In 1991, Dr. Marie Clay published two books that were to take the place of The

EarlyDetectionofReadingDifficulties.AnObservationSurveyofEarlyLiteracy

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f the copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout p erm ission.

30

Achievementexplained how to administer and analyze the Observation Survey.

This

book was intended for Reading Recovery teachers, reading specialists, and classroom
teachers.

ReadingRecovery:AGuidebookforTeachersinTrainingis used for teachers

in training for Reading Recovery and by trained teachers to problem solve and refine
their teaching skills.
During the 1993-94 academic year, steps were taken to organize a formal
organizational structure that set standards for all Reading Recovery programs
throughout North America. According to Chip Nigles (1993), national committees
were formed in order to meet the following goals:
1.

Complete the first edition of Guidelines and Standards for the Reading
Recovery Council of North America. These guidelines would provide,
“criteria for the training and professional development of Reading
Recovery teachers, teacher leaders and trainers, and standards for the
operation of Reading Recovery sites in North America” (Nigles, 1993).

2.

Set guidelines to be used by all sites to of select Reading Recovery
children.

3.

Develop a Comprehensive Reading Recovery Book List including all
titles that have been approved and leveled for use in Reading Recovery
programs.

The work of these committees laid the foundation to form the Reading Recovery
Council of North America. This dream was realized in the Spring of 1993. The
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following are the purposes and missions of this Corporation, (Reading Recovery Council
of North America, Inc., 1996):
(a)

Preserving the integrity of the Reading Recovery Program and improving
its effectiveness,

(b)

Providing Reading Recovery to every child who needs individual help in
learning to read and write,

(c)

Strengthening the context within which Reading Recovery is
implemented,

(d)

Increasing knowledge about how children and teachers learn, (p. 13)

Directly related to the development of this organization came the RRCNA
publication, CouncilC
onnections.Along with a membership in the RRCNA, members
receive the RunningRecordwhich is a newsletter about different topics on Reading
Recovery and short articles by Reading Recovery teachers. A subscription to L
iteracy,

TeachingandLearningwhich is a professional journal for early literacy educators is
included. As of the Summer, 1996, more than 5,000 members had joined the newly
developed organization.
Dr. Carol Lyons (1996), President of the Reading Recovery Council of North
America, reported that, “...our primary goal is to help the lowest achieving students learn
how to read and write so that they can participate fully in first-grade classroom
experiences. Last year (1995-96) nearly 82,000 children reached that goal due to the
dedication and quality teaching of 12,642 Reading Recovery teachers and teacher
leaders.” (p. 2)
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SttdgQt Achievement
In the first year (1985-86) of Reading Recovery at Ohio State, 12 schools in
Columbus participated in a study (Pinnell, Short, Lyons, & Young, 1986). From these
schools, 12 teachers had been trained during the previous pilot year and 20 teachers
received training during this first year o f implementation. In September, 1985,187
children in these schools were identified as the lowest 20 percent after being
administered the Observation Survey. Of these children, 51 were assigned to an
alternative program taught by paraprofessionals who received extensive staff
It
|
|

development. This program was taught in groups of 3 or 4 children for 30 to 45 minutes
per day. This was an already established program whose name was not disclosed. All
other children were placed in the Reading Recovery program. In May, all chUdren were
tested including 102 random sample chUdren from the same project schools (this sample
did not include Reading Recovery or Comparison group chUdren). The Reading
Recovery children’s mean scores were higher than the Comparison group on aU subtests
of the Observation Survey. The scores for the Reading Recovery children include both

•

chUdren who were successfully discontinued and those who were not discontinued but
received 60 lessons. On Text Reading (Maximum score = 26) mean scores were
Reading Recovery 9.95, Comparison 6.96, and Random Sample 11.75. On Letter

|

Identification (Maximum score - 54) mean scores were Reading Recovery 51.92,

(

Comparison 49.61, and Random Sample 51.78. On the Word Test (Maximum score =
15) mean scores were Reading Recovery 13.62, Comparison 11.98, and Random Sample
13.91. On Concepts About Print (Maximum score = 24) mean scores were Reading
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Recovery 16.60, Comparison 13.98, and Random Sample 16.00. On the Writing
Vocabulary (10 minutes) mean scores were Reading Recovery 34.68, Comparison 25.37,
and Random Sample 38.12. On Dictation (Maximum score = 37) mean scores were
Reading Recovery 31.20, Comparison 23.80, and Random Sample 30.24. Not only did
the Reading Recovery group score above the Comparison group on all subtests, they
scored close to the Random Sample on three subtests and exceeded the Random Sample
on three subtests (Pinnell, et al., 1986).
In 1994, a study was conducted by PinneU, Lyons, DeFord, Bryk, and Seltzer.
The data for this study was coUected in a way in which the influence of regression to the
mean was limited. The study compared Reading Recovery children with chUdren who
received an alternate reading intervention. Three alternate reading intervention programs
were used in the comparison:
1.

Reading Success: This program used the Reading Recovery lesson
format and procedures in a one-on-one setting for daily lessons. Through
this model, teachers were trained in an alternative inservice model This
model also helped the researchers look at the difference that
teacher-training may play in the outcomes (PinneU, et al., 1994).

2.

Direct Instruction Skills Plan: This program also utilized one-on-one
instruction but with varying activities and a different emphasis in
instruction. According to PinneU, et al. (1994), the emphasis of
instruction was on vocabulary development, word recognition, and literal
inferential and evaluative comprehension. This model helped the
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researchers to look at the extent to which one-on-one instruction was a
factor in Reading Recovery.
3.

Reading and Writing Group: This fourth treatment utilized trained
Reading Recovery teachers who used their knowledge of how children
learn to read, but in a group setting. The instructional framework was
similar to a Reading Recovery lesson. This model allowed the
researchers to look at the effects of using a Reading Recovery framework
with more than one child (Pinnell et al., 1994).

In this study by Pinnell et al. (1994), children were randomly assigned to the
Reading Recovery program or to a control group. Due to random placement into
Reading Recovery or an alternative group, all groups should have been equally affected
by regression to the mean. The study found that only the Reading Recovery children
showed statistically significant gains on all of the four measures administered: GatesMacGinitie Reading Tests, Woodcock Reading Test, text level, and dictation (the last
two being subtests from the Observation Survey). On the Gates-MacGinitie, the
Hierarchical linear model (HLM) analysis produced a mean effect of S. 19 points (p< 0S)
for Reading Recovery. On the Woodcock Reading Test, the HLM analysis produced a
mean effect o f .32 points (p<.05) for Reading Recovery. On the text reading level
assessment, the HLM analysis produced a mean effect of S.84 points (p<.001) for
Reading Recovery. On the dictation assessment, the HLM analysis produced a mean
effect of 4.99 points (p<.01) for Reading Recovery.
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According to the National Diffusion Network (1995), for students who were
successfully discontinued before April 1, 1995 (See Table 2.1), tests scores showed
significant gains in the areas of writing vocabulary, dictation, and text reading. One
particularly interesting gain was between the test scores at the time of discontinuing and
Spring testing. These children continued to improve even after tutoring sessions were no
longer being attended. In North America, of the children who were program children
(57,712), 81 percent were successfully discontinued (46,637). The program children
were compared to a random sample of classmates at the end of the school year. On
Writing Vocabulary, 85 percent of the Reading Recovery children scored at or above the
;

average band. On Text Reading,84.1 percent of the Reading Recovery children scored

t

at or above the average band. On Dictation, 94.8 percent of the Reading Recovery
children scored at or above the average band.

Table 2.1 Progress of Students Discontinue* Before April 1 (1994-95 Data Summary)
Fall
Test
Exit
Spring
N=21,074

N=21,801

N=21,041

4.57 .

44.74

51.86

Dictation

6.64

34.73

35.31

Text Reading

0.62

12.99

18.72

Writing Vocabulary

i
*
j

The data in Table 2.2 includes three sets of children (These data reflect all
children who took part in the Reading Recovery program, 1994-95): Discontinued
children (those who were able to successfully read at- or above-the-average level in their
classroom and who had established a self-extending system), not-discontinued children
(those who received the intervention but did not reach the average reading level in the
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classroom or did not demonstrate evidence of a self-extending system), and program
children (those who had received sixty or more lessons or had been discontinued). Not
only does Table 2.2 show that the Discontinued children made substantial progress, it
also shows that the Not Discontinued and Program children also made gains. Although
improvement was shown, these gains were not enough to meet the stringent guidelines
for Discontinuing. For Program children, Table 2.2 shows that the children started
below a level 1 and were at an average of 15.5 (first-grade reader) at the end-of-year.
In order to evaluate the effectiveness of Reading Recovery, Shanahan and Barr
(1995) conducted research using extant databases from U.S. sites. In this study, Reading
j

Recovery children were compared to average first-grade children using pre- and post
test procedures. According to Shanahan and Ban, Reading Recovery children scored

■

similar to and sometimes exceeded the progress of other average children in a
regular classroom based on pre-and post-test scores of the Observation Survey. The
study found that these potentially low-achieving children learned at least as much, if not
more, because they started so much lower than the average children. All of the children
f
[

*

[

I

in the study were receiving classroom instruction, but Reading Recovery seemed to close
the gap between the average and potentially low-achieving students. The Reading

!

|

Recovery children made their greatest improvements on the text reading and dictation

I

subtests of the Observation Survey with relative increases of 1.88 and 1.65 standard
deviations, respectively. Throughout the article, the researchers considered and
discussed extraneous variables that could affect internal validity, such as statistical
regression (tendency to move toward the mean), experimental mortality (loss of
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subjects), history (development and growth due to other sources), and maturation. The
following statement from this study summarizes one of the main goals in Reading
Recovery-to bring the low achieving students up to the average of the classroom:
In this study the data shows that there were extensive performance differences
between Reading Recovery children and their classmates on all measures by an
average of 1.8 standard deviations on the pretest measures. That is, the regular
classroom students outperformed Reading Recovery students by a substantial and
significant amount at the beginning of first grade. By the end of the year, the
non-Reading Recovery children were still doing better, but now by only an
average of .42 standard deviations on the posttests, (p. 970)

According to the Reading Recovery Site Report in East Baton Rouge Parish
(1994), similar results to Table 2.2 were found during the 1993-94 school year. The
Reading Recovery students who discontinued prior to April 1 not only made progress
while in the program, but continued to improve after being discontinued. On the Writing
Vocabulary (Time = 10 minutes), the Discontinued Reading Recovery children’s (prior
to April 1) average mean scores were Entry 3.9, Discontinuing 46.3, and End-of-year
54.0. On the Dictation Test (Maximum score = 37), the Discontinued Reading Recovery
children’s (prior to April 1) average mean scores were Entry 5.3, Discontinuing 34.3.
and End-of-year 34.7. On the Text Reading Level (Maximum level = 30 with levels 1416 representing end o f first grade), the Discontinued Reading Recovery children’s (prior
to April 1) average mean scores were Entry 0.3, Discontinuing 11.8, and End-of-Year
16.5. When compared to a random sample of children within the parish, the mean endof-the-year scores for Reading Recovery children exceeded the mean scores of the
random sample group.

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f th e copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout perm ission.

39

A follow-up study, also done by East Baton Rouge School System in 1994,
looked at continued progress of students who previously discontinued from Reading
Recovery during the 1991-92 and 1992-93 academic years. The results of the study
were as follows: The mean text reading level for Discontinued children at the end of
second grade was 26.7, which corresponds to beginning fourth grade text reading level.
The mean text reading level for Discontinued children at the end of third grade was 32.2,
which corresponds to a sixth-grade reading level. Mean averages in text reading for
second- and third-grade Reading Recovery students exceeded mean averages in text
reading for random sample second- and third-grade students.
The Ohio Reading Recovery Project (1991), and Pinnell, DeFord, and Lyons
(1988), reported that the first six years of the Ohio State Project had the following
discontinuing rates: 73.5 percent (teachers were in training), 82 percent, 86 percent, 83
percent, 87 percent, and 88 percent.
As stated earlier, Reading Recovery begins with the lowest first-grade children;
r
;

consequently, some children are not successfully discontinued from the program. Some
of these children (estimated at between 6-7%) need a long-term intervention such as

»

(
i

special education (Shanahan & Barr, 1995). When children are dismissed because of
lack of progress (this can be done after a child has received a full program which consists
of sixty lessons), they are still given the Observation Survey. These results can then be
compared to their initial testing. Many children make progress; however, the focus of
this program is for short-term, accelerated progress. Some children may need long-term
intervention. These children are seen as making progress but not accelerated progress.
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Other children may leave the program for various reasons such as moving to another
school, excessive absences, or parents seeking programs that also provide medical
assistance.
Some children do not exit the program successfully because there simply is not
enough time left in the school year for them to complete their program. A child must
receive sixty or more lessons to be counted as a full-program child. According to Dr.
Barbara Watson (1996) in New Zealand, these children could be picked up at the very
beginning of the next year and finish their program. If this were done in the United
States, it may help to increase the number of successfully discontinued students.
Heibert (1994) questions the program’s use of word-level accuracy on an oral
text reading as its principal criteria for success. Heibert states that some measure of
comprehension and a stronger look at fluency should be included. Although it is true
that comprehension questions are not asked at the end of stories in the testing, testers are
looking at errors on the running record to see if children’s errors are meaningful. A
major factor in successfully discontinuing children, is for the tester to make sure the child
is phrasing and has stretches of fluency during unfamiliar text reading. The teacher must
also include this in recommendations for discontinuing.
Reading Recovery and Cost-Effectiveness

The issue of Cost-effectiveness will be examined in this review of the literature
because the use of ELIG was and is being used in conjunction with Reading Recovery to
increase the number of children who can develop a self-extending system and continue
through school at an average level of achievement. Therefore, if the number of children
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being served by a Reading Recovery teacher increases, the program will be more costeffective.
Since the growth in Reading Recovery programs has grown in the last five years,
many researchers and educators have begun to question certain aspects of the program.
In many studies, major concerns lie in the area of cost-effectiveness, although most have
very positive things to say about the program (Heibert, 1994; Shanahan & Barr, 1995).
As stated by Heibert,
Five prominent elements of the RR program can readily be identified as
characteristics of successful beginning reading instruction: phonemic
awareness (Juel 1991); deliberate instruction (Chall, 1967/1982); high
expectations with setting and reviewing o f goals (Purkey & Smith, 1983);
repeated reading of text (Dahl, 1979); and experimenting with lettersound correspondences through writing (Clarke, 1988). Further, weekly
sessions during the RR training year give teachers an unprecedented
amount o f guided observation of students-at least 100 or more hours.
(p. 24)

Reading Recovery appears to be cost effective when compared to remedial
reading programs, special education placement, and primary grade retention (Dyer,
1992; Dyer & Binkney, 1995; Lyons & Beaver, 1995; Swartz, 1992). Implementation of
the Reading Recovery program first requires commitment; it also requires time, money,
and well-trained personnel
The year before Reading Recovery is to be implemented in a district, a Teacher
Leader must be sent for a year-long graduate training program at a regional training site.
According to Dyer and Binkney (1995), this training may cost a district as much as
S17,500 plus salary expense. This initial cost can be shared between districts as one

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f the copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout p erm ission.

42

leader can train up to sixteen teachers per year. The research reviewed had a broad
range of costs for the training and implementation of this program. Shanahan and Barr's
(1995) estimates best reflected the costs (also the depreciation of costs in some areas)
incurred by a district over the first few years. Their estimates included long-term
training, teacher salaries, teacher benefits and materials cost. According to their findings
the per-pupil cost was $4,625 if ten children were served by two teachers per site. This
number dropped to $2,890 if sixteen children were served by two teachers per site.
Other research estimates ranged from $3,250 to $2,063 per child (Dyer, 1992; Dyer &
Binkney, 1995; San Diego Unified School District, 1992). Differences also depended on
higher or lower teacher salaries in districts. It should be noted that these costs must be
added to what a school district already spends per pupil.
One must now ask, “What benefits can be seen from these investments?” School
districts that implement Reading Recovery expect to reduce retentions and the number of
children placed in special education and other remedial programs (Cogswell & Dyer,
1991; Cunningham & Allington, 1994; Dyer & Binkney, 1995; Lyons & Beaver, 1995).
Table 2.3 shows cost-effectiveness of Reading Recovery (includes costs and
implementation) as compared to retention and special education (Dyer & Binkney. 1995.

P-71).
One argument from those who have doubts about Reading Recovery’s costeffectiveness has been that some children’s gains seem to diminish over time. These
facts were supported in some data. According to Dr. Barbara Watson (1995), Clay
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Table 2.3 Reading Savings: Comparison with Grade Retention and Special Education
Intervention

Annual Cost*

Retention
(1st grade)

$5,208
(all costs)

Special
Education (LD)

$1,651

Average Yean
in Program

Total
Program
Time

Total Cost
Per
Student*

1

1,080 hours

$5,208
(all costs)

6

1,512 hours

$9,906

Reading
$2,063
'/2
40 hours
Recovery
*Costs in 1990-91 dollars; inflation and salary increases not included.

$2,063

responds to this by stating that Reading Recovery is not an insurance for later poor
instruction. This is also discussed by Shanahan and Barr (199S):
An intervention may accelerate the progress of children, but if instruction is not
responsive to the higher achievement shown by children, the promise of the
intervention may not be realized. The problem lies, then, not with the early
intervention, but with subsequent instruction that fails to capitalize on the
advantage, (p. 980)

Early Literacy Intervention Groups
An initial review of the literature on Early Literacy Intervention Groups (ELIG)
revealed that very little has been written at this time. There were a few articles on the
subject but only one published research article was found.
Dorn and Allen (199S), conducted research that included small-group literacy
instruction in conjunction with Reading Recovery. The premise behind this combination
of services was summarized in the following statement: “Some schools have instituted
programs that combine Reading Recovery and small-group literacy services, thus
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utilizing the training, knowledge, and expertise of the Reading Recovery teacher and
addressing the issue of cost-effectiveness” (p. 16).
In this study (Dorn & Allen, 1995), nine schools were selected to participate.
Three interventions were used: Reading Recovery, Early Literacy Small Group, and
Reading Recovery with Prior Experiences in Early Literacy Small Groups. Participants
in the study totaled 231 (all of whom were administered the Observation Survey and
were identified as the lowest achievers in their respective schools), with the following
number of children assigned to each group: 95 received Reading Recovery tutoring
only, 93 received small-group early literacy program services only, and 43 received both
I
|

small-group and Reading Recovery. Based on these numbers, the 11 Reading Recovery
teachers who participated in this study served an average of 21 children during the
school year, all of whom had been identified as the lowest achievers during the Fall.
Dom and Allen (1995) found that of the group who received only small-group

i

services, 30 percent (28 of 93) of the children successfully exited from the group using

|

Reading Recovery criteria. Of the 43 children who received both small-group and

£
|

Reading Recovery services, 56 percent (24) discontinued from Reading Recovery with

L

an average of only 25 lessons. The data from this study may be limited due to regression

|

to the mean, test-retest effects, differential selection of participants, and instrumentation.

|
I

Although some research reports that Reading Recovery may be an effective early
intervention, many questions still arise. Can the training that is given to Reading
Recovery teachers be systemically spread into the classrooms throughout a school?
Perhaps if the classroom teachers were given training similar to the Reading Recovery
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teachers, fewer children would begin as at-risk students and might be able to succeed in
the regular classroom without intervention.
There are many questions about the research and adoption of the Reading
Recovery program in the U.S. but even without all of the scores and numbers,
experiencing the growth of an at-risk first-grader to an independent learner cannot be put
into words or on a chart. According to Slattery (1995)
It is most important fur educators and students to come to an
understanding that learning is a lifelong process that is not demarcated by
the ‘completion’ of goals, courses, or standards. Learning is timeless;
temporality is the process of becoming and not the act of arriving....
Teachers must help students reinterpret their own lives and uncover new
talents and creative insights, (p. 630)

f

f

!
[
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Chapter 3
Methodology
Research Design
This research is a retrospective causal-comparative study using an extant data
base. The design is a pre-test, post-test, treatment-only design. All children in this study
were screened with a tool called the Observation Survey. They were then placed into
Reading Recovery or Early Literacy Intervention Group (ELIG) if available. The four
lowest scoring children (four per Reading Recovery teacher) at each site were placed in
Reading Recovery first. Groups of five children were placed into ELIG if this
intervention was available at the site. ELIG children were the lowest scoring children
immediately following the children who were chosen for Reading Recovery. Teachers of
ELIG served two groups daily. ELIG then functioned as a waiting list for Reading
Recovery. If a school did not choose to, or was unable to have ELIG, the rest of the
children remained in the regular classroom without intervention until a spot was available
in the Reading Recovery program. The diagram explaining the research design is found
in Table 3.1.
Variables
The independent variable in the study is the instructional treatment. There were
two levels o f treatment which consisted of participation in an Early Literacy Intervention
Group. Treatment was compared with the absence of the intervention.
The dependent variables used to measure the effects of the treatment were the
entrance scores (Observation Survey) into Reading Recovery and the discontinuing time
46
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(number of lessons) from Reading Recovery. In an attempt to adjust for differences in
initial capacity or ability, scores from the Observation Survey administered at the
beginning of the school year were used as covariates. When comparing the number of
lessons it took to discontinue from Reading Recovery for each group, the covariate was
also the fall Observation Survey scores.
Table 3.1 Diagram of the Research Design

Reading Recovery Only

O,

X,

02

Reading Recovery/ELIG

O,

X2

Ou

ELIG Only

O,

X2

02

O,:
Ola.
0 2:
X,:
X2:

X,

02

Covariate, Observation Survey administered in the Fall.
Entry into Reading Recovery from ELIG, Observation Survey.
End-of-program testing, Observation Survey.
Reading Recovery.
Early Literacy Intervention Group.

Instruments
Reading Recovery and ELIG children were identified by scores on the
Observation Survey (Clay, 1993). The Observation Survey is a diagnostic tool which is
made up of six measures. All parts of the survey were given to each child, as no
individual task will show a true picture of a child’s knowledge. Charts which include
stanines accompany the tests so that they can be used if necessary. The following tasks
help the teacher to closely observe children’s strengths and weaknesses:
1.

Letter Identification; The child attempts to identify 54 different characters
including upper and lower case letters and the conventional printed form
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of “a” and “g.” Children may give the name of the letter, sound, or a
word that begins with the letter. Reliability is reported as 0.9S using
the Cronbach Alpha method (Clay, 1993).
2.

Ohio Word Test: The child attempts to identify 20 words most frequently
used in early-reading materials. This test has three different forms to be
used at the beginning of the year, discontinuing time, and end-of-the-year.
Reliability is reported as 0.92 using the Cronbach Alpha method (Clay,
1993).

3.

Concepts About Print: The child attempts a variety of tasks related to
book reading and familiarity with books, such as one-to-one matching,

i

j

reading from left to right, concepts of “letter” and “word,” etc. This test

[

focuses on 24 specific items during the book reading by the teacher and is

!

used to uncover contusions and known concepts about print. Reliability
is reported as 0.78 using the Cronbach Alpha method (Clay, 1993).

4.

Writing Vocabulary: The child attempts to write all of the words he/she

4

i

knows in ten minutes. The teacher may prompt categories of words to

[

help the child get started. Reliability is reported as 0.62 using the TestRetest method (Clay, 1993).

;
i

5.

Dictation Test: The child attempts to write the words in a sentence being
dictated by the tester using sound analysis. This test has 37 possible
phonemes per sentence, which the child is attempting to record on paper.
The teacher is evaluating at the child’s knowledge of letter-sound
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association, not necessarily correct spelling. There are five different
sentences that can be used for different testing times. Reliability is
reported as 0.96 using the Cronbach Alpha method (Clay, 1993).
6.

Text Reading Level: The child attempts to read books organized by a
gradient of difficulty to determine a reading level. The teacher takes a
running record from these readings. This test helps the teacher to see
how a child processes and uses strategies during text reading. Reliability
is reported as Pearson r = 0.83; Item r = 0.98, using the Rasch program
for rating scale analysis (Clay, 1993).

i
Selection of Participants
All participants in this study were from first-grade classrooms in a school district
in South Louisiana. They were considered at-risk for reading failure because of lack of
progress, retentions, test scores, and/or teacher observation. There were a total of 339
children in the study. There were 147 children who participated in Reading Recovery
only. There were 61 children who participated in ELIG and Reading Recovery. There
were 131 children who participated in ELIG only. The children in this study were 64
percent male and 36 percent female; 80 percent were minority and 20 percent were non
minority. Of the children in the study, 86 percent were of a low socio-economic
background as determined by free and reduced lunch status. Only children who were
repeating first-grade were excluded from being selected for Reading Recovery. Children
who were repeating first grade were taken into ELIG, but they could not move into
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Reading Recovery. In some situations, special education resource children qualified for
the Reading Recovery program.
The bottom 20 percent of first-grade children in each school were screened using
the Observation Survey. The Teacher Leader then looked at scores, stanines, and other
pertinent information, such as CAT scores, in order to place children into Reading
Recovery and ELIG. The lowest children were placed in Reading Recovery; the
remaining children were placed in ELIG if it was available at the site.

Hypothesis
This causal-comparative research study was designed to test the following null
hypotheses at the .05 level of significance:
b1: For ELIG children, entrance score into the Reading Recovery program will not be
significantly different from those children without the experience.
b2: For ELIG children, time in the Reading Recovery program will not be significantly
different from those children without the experience.
Procedure
Once the bottom 20 percent of the first graders in a school population were
tested, the Reading Recovery Teacher Leader considered stanines and scores from the
Observation Survey. The four lowest children were then placed into the Reading
Recovery program. If the school had two Reading Recovery teachers, then eight
children were placed into the program, etc. All other children who had been screened
were either placed in an Early Literacy Intervention group (if available at the school), or
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they remained in the classroom until there was an opening in the Reading Recovery
program.
For this study, all children were administered the Observation Survey in the Fall
at the beginning of the school year. Children were also administered the Observation
Survey when entering Reading Recovery, exiting Reading Recovery, and at the end of
the school year. Children could exit the program at different status levels:
Discontinuing: In order for a child to be successfully discontinued from the
program, a child must function at the average of the class and also exhibit
development of his/her own use of effective processing strategies (cross-checking
for meaningful and visual cues, fluency, searching through words, repeating at
the point of difficulty, etc.) help to extend his/her literacy acquisition each time
they read or write. In order to observe the child’s self-extending system, an
independent tester, usually another Reading Recovery teacher, will administer the
|

Observation Survey when the Reading Recovery teacher feels the child is ready

|

to exit the program.

f

Dismissal: A child can be dismissed after the teacher has worked with the child
and problem solved with colleagues about the child’s progress for at least 20

(

week. If it appears that the child may need long-term intervention, the decision
may be made by the Teacher Leader to dismiss the child. Children who are
dismissed because of lack of progress should immediately be referred to a long
term intervention such as special education. Children can also be dismissed for
excessive absences or abusive behavior.
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As children exited from the Reading Recovery program, other children were
screened with the Observation Survey to determine who should be placed in the open
time slot. If the school had ELIG, the Reading Recovery teacher tested two or three
group children for the opening. The Teacher Leader then placed the lowest scoring child
in the new slot. The Reading Recovery teacher then tested children from the classrooms
to fill the opening in ELIG. If the school had no ELIG, the teacher tested two or three
children from each class to determine which child should be taken into the new Reading
Recovery opening. As children successfully exited from ELIG, the same procedure was
following in order to fill the vacant slot.
Analysis
When the collection and dissemination of all data was complete, a variable
distribution of the data was checked in order to make sure that assumptions had been
met before any statistical tests were run.
The information obtained from the data base was analyzed with conventional
statistical tests within the content of Analysis of Variance and Covariance, including ttests. The covariate for this study was the Fall test scores from the Observation Survey.
The major objectives were to compare time-in-program and Reading Recovery entrance
scores for children who went directly into Reading Recovery to those children who first
received ELIG.

l i r a Line
1. Permission and the use of available data were requested in order to conduct
this study. (August, 1996)
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2. Received permission from the school district to conduct this study.
(September, 1996)
3. Data from Reading Recovery (1995-96 school year) compiled and
disseminated by Ohio State University. (October, 1996)
4. Reviewing of descriptive characteristics of children in the study. (January,
1997)
5. Synthesizing of data. (February, 1997-June, 1997)

Conclusion
i

If a school or district chooses Reading Recovery as a method of early
intervention, all options to make the program more efficient and cost-effective should be
thoroughly investigated. This information should help teachers, schools, and hopefully
those in charge of federal monies to begin to take a look at what works best for at-risk
children.

\
I\

*
I

l

\
I
i
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Chapter 4
Analysis of Data
This chapter presents the findings of the study. Results from the research
hypotheses and research questions are described throughout the chapter in a narrative
text. Tables are included in order to present results of statistical analyses.
The use o f an extant data base presents limitations for establishing causal
outcomes that should be kept in mind by the reader. The same types of controls cannot
be exercised by the researcher as in an experimental study because the independent
variable has already occurred. However, a relationship may be validated in order to
guide further experimental studies (Gay, 1992; Maruyama & Deco, 1992).
I

j
1

This study investigated possible effects of Early Literacy Intervention Groups
when used in conjunction with Reading Recovery. Based on this intent, the study tested
the following hypotheses. An extant database and the SPSS 7.0 statistical program were
used to analyze data from the study. According to the SPSS program all analyses that
produce a value o f p * -000 indicates that p < .0005. These g>values (p = .000) are
reflected in the tables that were generated using the SPSS program in this study.

►
|
!
;
|
|

HypOthgHi
For ELIG children, entrance scores into the Reading Recovery program will not
be significantly different from those children without the experience. The intent of this

i

hypothesis was to determine if there were

differences in the entrance scores

into Reading Recovery for children who had participated in ELIG and those who had not
participated in ELIG prior to entering the Reading Recovery program.
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First, an analysis of variance was used to determine if the two groups, Reading
Recovery only and Reading Recovery/ELIG, were significantly different. First-round
Reading Recovery children, those who entered Reading Recovery in the fell, were
excluded from this analysis as their fall and entry scores were the same test. Descriptive
statistics, including means and standard deviations, for all children are presented in Table
4.1. Presented in Table 4.2 are the results of the analysis of variance for the Fall test
scores which indicated a significant source of variance between groups on the Concepts
About Print, Writing Vocabulary, and Text Reading Level subtests. The analysis of
variance also indicated no significant differences between the two groups on the Letter
Identification, Ohio Word Test, and Dictation subtests.
An analysis of covariance was used to compare estimated marginal mean
scores of the two groups on the entry scores into Reading Recovery on all subtests of
the Observation Survey. This analysis yielded the following results:
•

The effects of ELIG on the entry Letter Identification (LI) subtest was
statistically significant, E(l, 80) - 6.558, p = .012. The estimated marginal
means for children with and without ELIG experiences were 50.82 and 48.75,
respectively.

•

The effects of ELIG on the entry Ohio Word Test (OWT) subtest was
statistically significant, £(1, 80) = 13.602, p = .005. The estimated marginal
means for children with and without ELIG experiences were 6.92 and 4.14,
respectively.
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T aM aO Analysis of Variance for Fall Observation Survey Test Scores
ANOVA
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t

FWV
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DM M
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Graupa
nW i
Graupa
ToM
BaPaaan
Graupa
VMMl
Graupa
ToM

Sum of
Souaraa
237.334

1

Moan
Squara
237 334

6190.109

86

71.913

6317.443

67

.204

1

204

98.066

86

.640

99.273

87

91.666

1

91.696

617.797

86

7.163

666.443

87

7.361

1

7.391

1936.666

86

17.866

1944.060

87

92.027

1

92.027

347.746

96

4.044

366.773

87

1.146

1

Of

16.306

N

16.486

87

1.149

F
3.319

072

319

.974

7.196

009

.414

.922

12.667

.001

9.396

.023

.213
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•

The effects of ELIG on the entry Concepts About Print (CAP) subtest was not
statistically significant. £(1, 80) = 7.568, g = .052. The estimated marginal
means for the children with and without ELIG experiences were 14.52 and 13.14,
respectively.

•

The effects of ELIG on the entry Dictation (DIC) subtest was statistically
significant, £(1, 80) = 11.142, g = .001. The estimated marginal means for the
children with and without ELIG experiences were 25.43 and 19.56, respectively.

•

The effects of ELIG on the entry Writing Vocabulary (WV) subtest was
statistically significant, £( 1, 80) = 33.652, g < .0005. The estimated marginal

r

<
S
|
e
)
1

mean scores for the children with and without ELIG experiences were 23.86
and 11.14, respectively.
•

The effects of ELIG on the entry Text Reading Level (TRL) subtest was

|

statistically significant, £(1, 80) = 27.171, g < .0005. The estimated marginal

|

mean scores for the children with and without ELIG experiences are 3.70 and

;
!

1.53, respectively.

t

I
[
I

These analyses presented in Table 4.3 through 4.8 suggest that participation in
ELIG resulted in significantly higher scores on the Observation Survey when compared
to the absence of the treatment. Thus, the estimated marginal mean differences between
the groups were statistically significant and the null hypothesis was rejected.
Hypothesis 2
For ELIG children, time in the Reading Recovery program will not be
significantly different from those children without the experience. The intent of this
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Tabic 4J

Analysis of Covariance for Entry Letter Identification
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Table 4.4 Analysis of Covariance for Entry Ohio Word Test
TeaM of ■atwaan WubUca Hfccta*

Model
intercept
3.799
FU
31732
FOWT
199.293
FCAP
9.319
FOIC
293
FWV
9.949
FTW.
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ToM
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II
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Type in
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F

7
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1
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1
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1
1
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Table 4.5 Analysis of Covariance for Entry Concepts About Print
Teen ot latvman t u q m a P h c W

Somce
Modal
intercept
FU
FOWT
FCAP
FOIC
FWV
FTRL
eu o
Crrcr
Total
Corroded
Total

Type III
Sum of
Squama
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or
7
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96.614
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4.1642
.748
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16274.0

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
80
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744.664
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F
2.633
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006
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Table 4.6 Analysis of Covariance for Entry Dictation
Tea* Of ■MWMn^Ufaf'Cti MeCtt*
Typo III
Sum of
Souarao
1536222°

Source

MQQH
intercept
FU
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Table 4.7 Analysis of Covariance for Entry Writing Vocabulary
Taeaa el Brtweert-Subfectt Cflbctt*
OeoandawtVari|^m:^WV
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Type HI
Sum of
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T a b lt4 J Analysis of Covariance for Entry Text Reading Level
Taata of ■at*aa*-8u0|ac» M a c *
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hypothesis was to determine if there was a significant difference in the time in the
Reading Recovery program for children who had participated in ELIG and those who
had not participated in ELIG prior to entering the Reading Recovery program.
Table 4.9 presents the results of the analysis of covariance for the number of
lessons for discontinued children with and without ELIG experiences. This analysis of
covariance (fall test scores functioned as the covariate) indicates that there were
significant differences between the two groups on time in the Reading Recovery
program. The analysis yielded the following result:
•

The mean difference between the number of lessons for children with and without
ELIG experience was 33.55. The effects of ELIG on time (number of lessons) in

i

the Reading Recovery program was statistically significant, £(1,74) = 45.471,
J2 < .0005.
As presented in Table 4.9 the mean number of lessons for the children with and
without ELIG experiences were 34.26 and 77.81, respectively. This analysis suggests
r

|
i
i
I
f
i

that participation in ELIG resulted in a significantly lower number of lessons for a child
to discontinue from the Reading Recovery program when compared to the absence of
the treatment. Thus, the mean difference between the groups was statistically significant
and the null hypothesis rejected.
Further Analysis of the Data
The databases were further used to answer questions that concerned the number
of children who discontinued from Reading Recovery, the number of children who
successfully exited from the ELIG's without entering Reading Recovery, and to run a
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Table 4.9 Analysis of Covariance for Mean Number of Lessons in Reading Recovery
Team or Seaman Suqacta Iffxaa
Oeoendent Variable: MJMLfSS
Sumef
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Pearson Correlation to explore the correlation between the number of lessons children
received and the entry scores for children who discontinued from Reading Recovery.
The data was analyzed in order to answer the question, How many children from
ELIG went on to Reading Recovery and discontinued? The investigation revealed that
21 of the 63 children who had previous experience in ELIG went on to discontinue from
Reading Recovery. Of the 42 children who did not discontinue, 38 received less than 60
lessons; therefore, they were not considered program children. Of these 38 children, the
average number of lessons received was 24.
Table 4.10 represents discontinuing information about children who were not
first-round children. Of the 61 Reading Recovery/ELIG children, 21 went on to
discontinue from the program. Of the 27 Reading Recovery only children. 3 went on to
discontinue from the program.
The data was also analyzed in order to answer the following question: How
many children successfully exited from the ELIG’s without going into Reading
Recovery? This investigation revealed that 65 children who participated in the ELIG's
successfully exited from the group without entering the Reading Recovery program.
Finally, a Pearson Correlation was run in order to explore the correlation
between the number of lessons children received and the entry scores for children who
discontinued from Reading Recovery. Table 4.11 presents the results of the correlation.
The highest indirect correlations for Observation Survey subtests and number of lessons
were with Dictation and Writing Vocabulary. The lowest indirect correlation was with
Letter Identification. These correlations were significant at the .01 level.
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Table 4.10 Number of Participants that Discontinued From Reading Recovery,
Excluding First-Round Children
Nnmber Entering

Discontinued

RROnly

RR/ELIG

RROnly

RR/ELIG
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3
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Table 4.11 Correlation of Number of Lessons with Entry Scores for Discontinued
Reading Recovery Children
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Chapter 5

Summary, Conclusions and Discussion, and Recommendations
The purpose of the present study was to determine if Early Literacy Intervention
Groups (ELIG) had any effects when used in conjunction with the Reading Recovery
program. There were two levels of treatments. The first consisted of participation in an
Early Literacy Intervention Group. This was compared to the absence of the
intervention.
Research has shown that at-risk children can become successful readers and
writers. One program that has spread across the United States in the past 10 years has
been the Reading Recovery program, which was brought to the United States via Ohio
State University. Reading Recovery has documented its success in the United States
since 1985. As it continues to grow, educators are searching for new and innovative
ideas to increase the number of children that can be affected by the program. In recent
years Early Literacy Intervention Groups have been taught by trained Reading Recovery
teachers in an effort to reach as many children as possible. ELIG’s have focused on such
activities as Guided Reading, Interactive Writing, and the teaching of reading and writing
strategies in small group settings.
This study focused on whether there was a difference in performance between
children who had participated in ELIG before entering Reading Recovery and those
without the experience. The study compared the growth of the two groups o f children on
the following subtests from the Observation Survey, which investigates children’s early
abilities to read and write: Letter identification, Ohio Word Test, Concepts About Print,
69
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Dictation, Writing Vocabulary, and Text Reading Level. It also examined the length of
time both groups of children spent in the Reading Recovery program before meeting
discontinuing standards.
In this study ELIG children attended daily sessions for 45 minutes each day.
Sessions consisted of a Reading Recovery teacher working with five children on
different combinations of the following elements:
1.

Reading Aloud (By the teacher)

2.

Shared Reading

3.

Independent Reading

f

4.

Guided Reading

#•
1F
I

5.

Independent Writing

6.

Interactive Writing

7.

Story Extension Activities

!a
]

All parts of a session focused on teaching children strategies for reading and writing that

!

would help them to become independent and develop a self-extending system.
The major hypotheses for this study was as follows:
1.

For Early Literacy Intervention Group children, entrance score into the

t

•
I

Reading Recovery program will not be significantly different from those
children without the experience. It was the intent of this hypothesis to
determine if any significant differences in scores on the Observation
Survey occurred with the children who participated in ELIG before
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entering Reading Recovery as opposed to those Reading Recovery
children who did not have this experience.
2.

For Early Literacy Intervention Group children, time in the Reading
Recovery program will not be significantly different from those children
without the experience. It was the intent of this hypothesis to determine
if any significant difference in time (number of lessons) occurred with the
children who participated in ELIG prior to Reading Recovery. These
children were compared with those Reading Recovery children who did
not experience ELIG.

;

The minor hypotheses for this study investigated the number of children with

j

ELIG experience who entered Reading Recovery and went on to discontinue from the

!
|

program. The study also determined the number of ELIG children who reached

|

successful exiting standards without ever needing to enter the Reading Recovery
program.
Findings of the dissertation research are summarized in this chapter. The
conclusions presented in the second section of this chapter are based on the research
findings and discussed in relation to pertinent literature. The final section recommends
practice and further research.

Sample Characteristics
The subjects for this retrospective causal-comparative study were 339 first-grade
public school children. The subjects were from eighteen public schools. Four schools
had Reading Recovery only. Fourteen schools had ELIG and the Reading Recovery
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program. The subjects in this study were considered at-risk for reading failure because
o f lack of progress, Kindergarten retention, test scores, and/or teacher observation.
Procedures
During early Fall, all children in the study were administered the Observation
Survey by a Reading Recovery teacher. Children were then ranked according to scores
on the individual subtests. The lowest four children at each school were placed into the
Reading Recovery program (4 per Reading Recovery teacher). If the school had no
ELIG, the remaining children remained in the regular classroom until a Reading
Recovery child exited the program. At that point, children were again tested in order to
fill the opening in the Reading Recovery program. The lowest child was always placed
|
f
|
t
!
t
i
i
|

in the program. If the school had ELIG, two groups of five children each were placed in

*

was run on the Fall Observation Survey scores to determine variances in groups. It was

<
i

found that the two groups were significantly different on three subtests which included

the ELIG program. These children had the lowest scores immediately following those of
children who were placed into Reading Recovery. These groups functioned as a waiting

>

i

list for Reading Recovery for children who were unable to successfully exit from ELIG.
Because subjects were not randomly assigned, an analysis of variance (ANOVA)

Concepts About Print, Writing Vocabulary, and Text Reading Level. It was found that
the two groups were not significantly different on the Letter Identification, Ohio Word
Test, and Dictation subtests. These fall Observation Survey scores functioned as
covariates when an analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was used to compare Entry
scores for the two groups.
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An analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was used to compare the time in program
for children who discontinued from the Reading Recovery program with and without
ELIG experience. Fall Observation Survey scores functioned as covariates for this
analysis.
A Pearson Correlation was also employed in order to investigate correlations
between the number of lessons needed to discontinue and the Entry scores for children
who discontinued. The .05 level was considered the point of significance for all
statistical tests.
Findings

The findings of the study are summarized below:
|

1.

There was a significant difference between the adjusted mean scores made
on five subtests from the Observation Survey (Letter Identification, Ohio

[

Word Test, Dictation, Writing Vocabulary, and Text Reading Level)

I
[
I
|

administered upon entry to Reading Recovery by those children who
participated in ELIG prior to entering Reading Recovery when compared

i

to those who did not have ELIG experience.
i
I

2.

There was no significant difference between mean scores made on one
subtest from the Observation Survey (Concepts About Print)
administered ujon entry to Reading Recovery by those children who
participated in ELIG prior to entering Reading Recovery when compared
to those who did not have ELIG experience.

R ep ro d u ced with p erm ission o f the copyright ow ner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout p erm ission.

74

3.

Children with ELIG experience required significantly fewer
lessons to meet standards for discontinuing from the Reading Recovery
program as opposed to those children without ELIG participation.

4.

The study revealed that 21 of the 63 children who had previous
experience in ELIG went on to discontinue from Reading Recovery. Of
the 42 who did not discontinue, 38 received fewer that 60 lessons;
therefore, they were not considered program children. Of these 38
children, the average number of lessons received was 24.

5.

This study also found that 65 children who participated in the ELIGs
successfully exited from the group without entering the Reading
Recovery program.

6.

All subtests from the Observation Survey showed significant correlation
to the number of lessons in Reading Recovery for all children who
discontinued from the program. The highest indirect correlations from
the Observation Survey subtests with number of lessons received in

!
|

Reading Recovery were with Dictation and Writing Vocabulary. The

I
i

lowest indirect correlation was with Letter Identification.
Conclusion One
There was a significant difference on entry scores into Reading Recovery for
children who participated in the ELIGs for five subtests of the Observation Survey, when
compared to the children without this experience. Specifically there was a significant
difference on five of the six measures from the Observation Survey. The results support
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conclusions found by Dom and Allen (1995). The results from this study suggest
participation in an ELIG can have significant results on entry scores into Reading
Recovery.

Conclusion Two
There was a significant difference (p < .0005) in the time (number of lessons) in
the Reading Recovery program for children who participated in ELIG prior to entering
Reading Recovery when compared to children without the experience. Specifically, the
adjusted mean number of lessons for Reading Recovery/ELIG children was 34.26, as
opposed to 77.81 lessons for Reading Recovery only children. The results from this
study support conclusions found by Dom and Allen (1995). These results suggest

i

participation in an ELIG prior to entering Reading Recovery can have a significant effect

|
I.
|

on the number of lessons needed to meet the standards to discontinue from the Reading

\
|
t

\

Recovery program.

EuflhgrJCQDchisious
This study found that 21 of the 63 children who entered Reading Recovery

!

\

discontinued from the program. Of the 42 children who did not meet the standards to

1

discontinue, only 3 received 60 or more lessons which is considered a full program The

i

*

remaining 38 only received an average of 24 lessons,
j

This study also found that 65 children from ELIG successfully exited the
program, meeting the same standards as Reading Recovery children without having to
move into the Reading Recovery program
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Also, significant indirect correlations (p = .01) were found for children who
discontinued from Reading Recovery for number of lessons with all subtests of the
Observation Survey. The highest indirect correlations were with Dictation (-.806) and
Writing Vocabulary (-.791) subtest scores. The lowest indirect correlation was with
Letter Identification (-.560) subtest scores. These results are consistent with those of
Adams (1994), who found that phonemic awareness as it relates to reading and writing
had a high correlation with children’s success in reading achievement.

Limitations
This study may have been affected by the feet that an extant data set was

\

{
(
1

employed. According to Maruyama and Deco (1992), the data collected was not under
the control of the researcher who is now using this information to answer questions that
he or she has imposed on the data. Also, other threats to the study may include the
following: the diagnostic battery used to screen and test the subjects was constructed by

1

|

Marie Clay, who also developed the Reading Recovery program, test-retest effects and
differential selection of subjects (Gay, 1992).

i

j
Implications and Recommendations

3
«

I

Based on the findings of this research, it appears that participation in Early

i

|
i
j

i

Literacy Intervention Groups has a positive effect on the reading and writing
development of at-risk, first-grade children. The combination of ELIG elements and the
reading strategies taught in these groups also seemed to have positive effects for ELIG
children on all subtests of the Observation Survey.
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Reading Recovery has grown rapidly throughout the United States. Many at-risk
children have learned to read, write, and function at the average of their first-grade
classrooms as a result of this program. Because of the one-to-one setting in Reading
Recovery, schools with a high population of at-risk children are unable to meet the needs
of all of those who would benefit from the Reading Recovery program. The findings
from this study indicate that the use of ELIG in conjunction with Reading Recovery
could greatly increase the number of children who can meet the standards for
discontinuing from the Reading Recovery program. Not only is it possible for these
children to meet the standards, it is also possible to do so in a significantly shorter period
of time allowing more children to enter the program.
«
|

According to the data in the study, 82 children (both Reading Recovery only and
Reading Recovery/ELIG) discontinued from Reading Recovery during this school year.
In addition, 65 children successfully exited the ELIGs without ever entering the Reading
Recovery program. Therefore, in this parish, instead of only 82 children accomplishing

2
[

the goals of this program, 147 at-risk children were reading and writing on grade-level

[

by the end of the year and had met all standards for discontinuing from the Reading

\
i

Recovery program.

f.

1

In many classrooms and schools in the United States many early childhood

|
i

classes focus on letter identification. The findings of this study are similar to other
research (Adams, 1994; Clay, 1991) in that it indicates that children need to learn much
more than the names, sounds, and shapes of letters. They must learn how letters
function in words, how words have different parts (on-set and rhyme), and how these
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parts can be manipulated to learn new information in both reading and writing. Clearly,
they must develop a phonemic awareness that is much more than naming letters.
The investigator recommends further research to ascertain the degree to which
these findings would be realized in an experimental research setting. A longitudinal
study would determine the long-term effects for Reading Recovery only, Reading
Recovery/ELIG, and ELIG only children.
The results of the present study point to the positive impact that the ELIG
instruction had on the abilities of students to read and write. The need exists for a study
to measure the effectiveness of this early intervention, possibly with kindergarten groups,
i

I

in order to lower the number of at-risk children prior to first grade.

|

The instruction for the ELIG groups was delivered by Reading Recovery
teachers. It could be possible that with professional development and inservice,
classroom teachers could be trained to incorporate many of these elements in their daily

|

schedule. Research in this area could greatly benefit children and again lower the

i
f

number of at-risk children who require special programs to help them progress through

|

school

i

Perhaps further research could be done, which focuses on the elements used in
ELIG in order to see which, or if all elements, are significantly affecting student
performance.
The investigator does not feel that ELIG nor any adaption of it can take the place
of the Reading Recovery program. There will always be those children who need oneto-one instruction from a specialized teacher to counteract their confusions in reading
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and writing. But, with the support of ELIG, all children who need Reading
Recovery could be served during their first-grade year and progress through school with
their peers and a positive self-esteem.
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